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goal of upholding the rule of law on 
both sides of the border. I am grateful 
for the President’s hard work to secure 
our border, to keep this country safe, 
and to continue our trade with a key 
partner. 

This deal is a critical step forward, 
and it is taking place not a moment 
too soon. Illegal border crossings at the 
southern border have reached stag-
gering rates this past spring. Last 
March alone, there were more than 
103,000 apprehensions, and in April 
there were another 109,000. In May ap-
prehensions at points of entry reached 
over 144,000. That is a 32-percent in-
crease over the month of April. We 
have had over 100,000 apprehensions on 
the border each month for 3 months in 
a row. Sustained numbers like these 
haven’t been witnessed in over 12 
years. 

The question remains: What concrete 
steps are we taking as a nation to stop 
this? 

Our Border Patrol agents, who are 
working as hard as they possibly can, 
cannot keep up with the record surge 
of people coming into our country 
without authorization. Our ability to 
provide the care and attention for de-
tained individuals is at a breaking 
point. 

As we know, this includes tens of 
thousands of innocent children. Acting 
Secretary McAleenan recently testified 
at a Senate Judiciary Committee 
where he noted that in the last 40 days 
alone, DHS has taken into custody 
60,000 children. He also testified last 
month that border officials saw a 
record day of over 5,800 border cross-
ings in a single 24-hour period. This 
comes in addition to the largest single 
group ever apprehended at our border— 
1,036 people. 

Facilities along the border haven’t 
just reached full capacity. They are 
overflowing. On June 10, the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services re-
ported that they had fewer than 700 
beds available to place 1,900 unaccom-
panied children who had already been 
processed by Customs and Border Pro-
tection. This is forcing HHS to place 
children with sponsors at higher rates 
than the program has experienced in 
its history. It also increases pressure 
to find space for the influx of children 
within CBP facilities, which were not 
built for this purpose in any way. 

HHS desperately needs additional 
funding to expand its bed capacity so 
that they can keep pace with the in-
creasing numbers of unaccompanied 
children. At this rate, HHS may not 
have the necessary funding to continue 
their care programs beyond the month 
of June. 

The situation is clear. Congress needs 
to act, and we need to act right now. 
Chairman SHELBY recently announced 
that the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee will vote soon on a $4.5 billion 
package. Over $3 billion would be di-
rected to help resolve the humani-
tarian crisis by increasing the care for 
unaccompanied children and expanding 

those shelter facilities. The remaining 
$1 billion would fortify our security 
missions. 

To the ears of the American people, 
this may sound like an overdue, com-
monsense relief effort, and that is be-
cause it is. Unfortunately, our Demo-
cratic friends have prioritized their 
starring role in the political theater 
over our country’s emergency at the 
southern border. 

Over 6 weeks ago, the administration 
sent an urgent plea to Congress asking 
for more money to secure our border 
and improve the conditions for tens of 
thousands of children. It is unaccept-
able that Democrats in the House and 
right here in the Senate are playing 
politics at a time when our Nation 
needs stability. 

In the coming weeks, Senate Repub-
licans will be waiting at the table to 
work toward bipartisan solutions to 
address the crisis at the border and 
provide the funding that is desperately 
needed. I hope that my Democratic col-
leagues will meet us there. 

I yield the floor. 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NOMINATION OF MATTHEW J. KACSMARYK 
Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Madam Presi-

dent, sometime tomorrow, this body 
will consider a number of nominations 
for final confirmation, among them the 
nomination of Matthew Kacsmaryk to 
the U.S. District Court for the North-
ern District of Texas. 

A Federal district judge serves a par-
ticular area of the country, but in fact, 
the whole country has a stake in this 
nomination because a judge helps to 
define and refine and apply the law of 
the United States, setting precedent 
that applies to the entire country. It 
isn’t just the Northern District of 
Texas that has a stake in this nomina-
tion; it is the entire country. So this 
alarming and appalling nomination 
should be of particular interest to my 
colleagues. 

It is the result of a process that, very 
unfortunately, has been demeaned and 
degraded. It is a shadow of what it once 
was. In the scrutiny that is given and 
the time that is devoted, this process is 
failing to assure the independence of 
the judiciary. Now is the time when 
that independence must be assured be-
cause, from this time forward, these 
judges will be lifetime appointees and 
will have no accountability to this 
body or to any other elected official. 

In previous years, under other Repub-
lican administrations, there was an 
adequate time to debate; there were 
full and fair hearings; and nominees 
answered questions about their views 
on issues that were relevant to their 
service. That process has been severely 

undercut—indeed, decimated now. 
What we have before us, again and 
again and again, are nominees who fail 
to meet the basic test of intellect and 
integrity and responsibility. 

I look at all of the records of nomi-
nees before us and ask them questions 
to determine what their basic values 
are—whether they think particular Su-
preme Court precedents were correctly 
decided, like Brown v. Board of Edu-
cation and Roe v. Wade—because it is a 
view into their basic commitments to 
constitutional principles that are deep-
ly and ideally settled. Matthew 
Kacsmaryk fails that test. 

If there is a principle enshrined in 
our Constitution that matters more 
than any other, it is the idea that ev-
eryone is equal before the law. No one 
is above the law. No one is less entitled 
to rights than anyone else. Everyone is 
equal regardless of race, gender, eth-
nicity and regardless of who you are, 
how much you own, or where you were 
born. Mr. Kacsmaryk seems to lack re-
spect for this basic principle. In fact, 
his career is defined by active opposi-
tion to the treatment of minority 
groups. 

In 2016, he submitted an amicus brief 
that supported a Virginia school 
board’s policy that a student must use 
the restroom that corresponds to the 
student’s biological gender. 

Also, in 2016, he sent a letter to the 
Centers for Medicare and Medicaid 
Services and argued that the Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services 
should not require hospitals to conduct 
sex reassignment surgeries for 
transgender individuals. He wrote in 
that letter that transgender people suf-
fer from a ‘‘psychological condition, in 
need of care’’ and are ‘‘not in a cat-
egory of person in need of special legal 
protection.’’ He went so far as to say 
the experiences of transgender people 
are ‘‘irrational’’ and ‘‘delusional.’’ 

In light of these and other state-
ments, I have received numerous let-
ters from the parents of transgender 
people. They have written in fear and 
alarm that someone with such offen-
sive, extreme, medically inaccurate 
views could be promoted to a lifetime 
position within the Federal judiciary— 
a position that will give him power 
over the lives of exactly these individ-
uals who seek equality under the law. 

Seventeen of our House colleagues— 
some of them parents and grandparents 
of transgender people—have written to 
us and expressed their concern that 
someone with such hostile views to-
ward LGBTQ Americans could possibly 
be confirmed as a judge. 

Our colleagues in the House are con-
cerned about the decisions we are mak-
ing here because they respect these in-
dividuals. 

Kacsmaryk has also repeatedly made 
public his opposition to marriage 
equality and the equal treatment of 
same-sex couples. 

He submitted an amicus brief in 
Obergefell v. Hodges, urging the Su-
preme Court to not extend the right of 
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marriage to same-sex couples. He, 
thankfully, did not prevail in that view 
because the Court upheld the rights of 
same-sex couples to be married, and he 
continued his opposition to marriage 
equality by representing the owners of 
an Oregon bakery who refused to bake 
a cake for same-sex couples. 

He testified in favor of legislation 
the Texas Observer described as a ‘‘li-
cense to discriminate’’ adoption bill 
that would permit adoption agencies to 
refuse to place children with same-sex 
couples. 

Many in Congress, including myself, 
worked to pass the Equality Act, which 
would reflect the core of the Supreme 
Court’s ruling by adding sexual ori-
entation and gender identity to the 
Federal code’s list of protected classes. 

He has referred to this effort as a 
weaponization of Obergefell that seeks 
the public affirmation of the ‘‘erotic 
desires of liberated adults.’’ 

Even as I recite these quotes, I can 
hardly believe that at this moment in 
our history, at this time of awareness 
among informed and tolerant people 
who believe in inclusiveness and equal 
justice under the law, that someone 
nominated to this position of para-
mount responsibility would have these 
views and articulate them in this way. 

If the Equality Act were to become 
law and face a challenge in Judge 
Kacsmaryk’s court, could litigants feel 
comfortable or confident that they 
would receive a fair hearing? Is there 
any gay, lesbian, transgender, or non-
binary person who would feel their case 
would receive a nonbiased treatment in 
his court? 

I have such deep doubts, as should 
my colleagues, that I cannot vote for 
him. I will oppose his nomination, and 
I hope my colleagues will join me in 
voting no on Matthew Kacsmaryk. 

I yield the floor. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MCCONNELL. For the informa-
tion of all Senators, at 3:30 p.m. on 
Wednesday, June 19, the Senate will 
vote on confirmation of the following 
nominations in the order listed, and if 
confirmed, the motions to reconsider 
shall be considered made and laid upon 
the table and the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s action: 
Executive Calendar Nos. 22, 28, 50, and 
118. Under the previous order, the clo-
ture motion on the motion to proceed 
to S. 1790 will ripen following disposi-
tion of Executive Calendar No. 118. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to legislative session to be 
in a period of morning business, with 
Senators permitted to speak therein 
for up to 10 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

TRIBUTE TO PASTOR DAVE STONE 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

all of God’s children are blessed with 
certain gifts, and we are each called to 
put them to work to glorify Him. 
Today, it is my sincere privilege to pay 
tribute to my friend who has answered 
this call and used his considerable gifts 
with compassion and grace. At the end 
of May, Dave Stone stepped down as 
the senior pastor of Southeast Chris-
tian Church in Louisville, KY. I would 
like to take a moment to honor his 
years of pastoral leadership and to sin-
cerely thank him for his care and dedi-
cation to our church family. 

Elaine and I have been attending 
Southeast for nearly two decades, 
drawn by the moving preaching and the 
warm community. Dave has been an in-
tegral part of that spiritual life for 30 
years, and there are so many of us in 
Louisville who have been made better 
by his friendship and leadership. 
Throughout his 13 years as senior pas-
tor, Dave was our shepherd and used 
his many talents to point tens of thou-
sands to the Lord. 

When Dave first joined Southeast, his 
devotion to Christ and His church in-
stantly became clear. Dave came not 
only with an inspirational vision, but 
also with a deep sense of humility. To 
anyone who walked into this church, 
he made a point to welcome them like 
a lifelong friend. In both the easy and 
the difficult times, Dave shared his 
sense of joy in everything he did for 
the church. His warmth and humor 
made a positive and tangible impact on 
me and many other members. 

Dave assumed the responsibility of 
senior pastor after the retirement of 
Bob Russell, who had served the church 
community in leadership roles for 40 
years. The next year, Southeast an-
nounced the establishment of a second 
location, a remarkable sign of growth 
and a testament to Dave’s leadership. 
Southeast has continued adding more 
campuses to the church, and now it 
reaches believers on TV, on the radio, 
and at seven locations. Through this 
development, Southeast has become 
the largest church in Kentucky and the 
seventh largest in the entire country. 

Southeast’s impressive growth also 
brought more responsibilities for Dave, 
his team, and his family. Whatever 
challenge presented itself over the 
years, Dave’s skilled ministry helped 
the community thrive. Thousands of 
people have watched Dave preach, re-
lied on his mentorship, and enjoyed his 
friendship. 

Dave admitted that he hates the 
word ‘‘retirement,’’ but he also knew it 
was time to pass the baton. When he 
announced his departure, Dave ex-
pressed his deep gratitude to the 
church leadership, staff, and all the 
faithful. He once again showed himself 
the humble pastor who fulfilled his 
mission from God. 

Now that he has officially stepped 
down as Southeast’s senior pastor, 
Dave is looking for his next calling. I 
am confident he will continue using his 
many gifts to draw the faithful to the 
Lord. He will also get to spend more 
time with his wife Beth, his children, 
and his grandchildren. Although Elaine 
and I will certainly miss his Christian 
spirit and good humor, we wish Dave 
and his family all the best on their 
next adventure. 

f 

NOMINATION OF MATTHEW J. 
KACSMARYK 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Madam President, 
I rise today in opposition to the nomi-
nation of Matthew Kacsmaryk to the 
United States District Court for the 
Northern District of Texas. 

June is the month that we recognize 
as Pride Month to celebrate the lesbian 
and gay community and to acknowl-
edge that individuals should not be dis-
criminated against on the basis of their 
sexual orientation; yet, today we are 
voting on a nominee, Mr. Kacsmaryk, 
whose career has been defined by oppo-
sition to the rights of LGBT Ameri-
cans. He has argued against marriage 
equality and defended a company that 
refused to provide service to a same- 
sex couple, simply based on their sex-
ual orientation. 

It is disappointing that the Senate is 
moving forward on his nomination, and 
even more disappointing that the ma-
jority has scheduled this vote during 
Pride Month. 

Mr. Kacsmaryk ’s long record of op-
posing civil rights protections for 
LGBT Americans should disqualify him 
from service on the bench. They dem-
onstrate that he puts his personal opin-
ion above Supreme Court precedent. 

Specifically, I want to highlight 
some key positions in his record. 

In 2015, Mr. Kashmir made comments 
deeply critical of United States v. 
Windsor, the case that struck down the 
Defense of Marriage Act, or DOMA. Mr. 
Kacsmaryk claimed that the Obama 
administration, which refused to de-
fend DOMA, had ‘‘effectively collabo-
rated with the adversary.’’ Mr. 
Kacsmaryk’s comments make clear 
that he believes those fighting for the 
right of LGBT American, including the 
right to marry, are adversaries. Some-
one making a statement like this 
should quite simply not be a Federal 
judge. 

He likewise claimed in a radio inter-
view that efforts to achieve marriage 
equality were marked by ‘‘lawless-
ness,’’ adding that the Justice Depart-
ment’s refusal to defend DOMA was an 
‘‘abuse of rule of law principles.’’ 
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